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REMARKS 

The abo e amendments and these remarks are submitted in reply to the Office 
Action dated CK tober 22, 2003. 

By this j amendment, the Applicant has amended Claims 1-2, 7-10 and 18. The 
Applicant has al so amended the specification to correct a minor typographical error 
present therein und to make the specification conform to the originally filed drawings. 
The Applicant submits that no new matter has been added by such amendments. 

Summary of thi : Examiner's Objections/Rejections 

Claims J and 16 stand rejected for containing an informality. Claims 1-4, 6-13 
and 15-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by Meyer, et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,170,055). Claims 5 and 14 stand rejected under 35 U.S-C §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Meyer, et al. in view of Welder (U.S. Patent No. 6,622,179). 

Objection to CI tims 7 and 16 

The Applicant traverses the objection of the aforementioned claims for the 
reasons set fort) i in greater detail below. The Examinees attention is directed, for 
example, to paj; e 8, lines 8-16 of the originally filed specification where the native mode 
of the removabi e device is discussed. Thus, support for the objected to claim language in 
present in the sj >ecification. Accordingly, reconsideration of the objection of Claims 7 
and 16 is respectfully requested. _ 

Rejection of Cl lims 1-4, 6-13 and 15-18 
Claims 1-4 and 6-9 

The Applicant traverses the rejection of the aforementioned claims for the reasons 
set forth in greater detail below. The claimed invention is directed to an apparatus and 
method for cordrolling a removable media device through the use, for example, of an 
abstraction layer that provides for the communication and control of such removable 
media devices * ndependent of the underlying bus architecture. The novel method, as 
defined in Clai. n 1, includes the following limitation: 
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*\ . .provi ding one or more generic abstraction layers in the system 
firmware that employ interrupt 13 functions to allow a program to 
comnMii icate with the removable media device. . 

which is not dis ilosed or otherwise taught or suggested by the cited reference. 
Consequently, Meyer, et ah does not anticipate the invention defined in Claim 1 as 
submitted by th ; Examiner. 

In reject ng Claim 1, the Examiner states on page 2, paragraph 5 of the instant 

Office Action i <at: 

. .Mey .n* et aL teaches a method for controlling a removable media 
device coupled to a computer system by way of a bus interface, the 
compute r system having system firmware, the method comprising the step 
of: 

v.iovidingone or more abstraction layers in the system firmware 
that employ Interrupt 13 functions to allow a program to communicate 
with th«: removable media device. . .** 

and cites col, 9, lines 4-29 to support his assertion. However, that section of Meyer, et al. 
does not discloi-e or otherwise discuss the presence or use of a generic abstraction layer 
or any abstract] >n layer "...to allow a program to communication with the removable 
media device, . . " as defined in Claim 1 . 

As unde rstood and disclosed, for example, on col. 9, lines 30-59 and col. 14, lines 
37-42, Meyer, ; t al. discloses implementations where removable media devices are 
controlled by a corresponding dedicated controller based on the specific bus architecture 
being used (set: col. 9, lines 32-35: ". . .the high capacity removable disk controller 27 
may comprise Small Computer System Interface (SCSI) or Integrated Drive Electronics 
(IDE) interface controller. . ."). As such, the ability to communicate with and control 
disparate removable media devices through a single, and possibly non-dedicated, bus 
architecture usiag a generic abstraction layer is not disclosed or even contemplated by 
Meyer, et al. C onsequently, Meyer, et al. does not anticipate the invention as defined in 
Claim 1. 

Additionally, the Examiner has not pointed to what portion of col, 9> lines 4-29 
discloses the n: jected limitation as required by 35 U.S.C. §102. Accordingly, the 
Applicant subr. tits that the rejection of Claim 1 is improper and should be withdrawn. 

BEST AVAILABLE COPY 

(01 -1006) Arndm. to I * OA, 7 

PAGE 11/14 1 RCVD AT 4^2/20M 6:45:40 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-2/1 ' DN1S7467239 * CSID:+4C85701 044 * DURATION (mm-ss):04-10 



APR-22-2004 04:06PM FROM-PHOENIX TECH. LTD LEGAL DEPT. 



+4085701044 



T-660 P. 012/014 F-920 
PATENT 



Given this inappropriateness of the rejection and that the cited reference neither 
discloses nor te;: ches or suggests the claimed invention, the Applicant submits that Claim 
1 is allowable over the art of record. Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection of 
Claim 1 is respectfully requested. 

Claims !l -9 directly or indirectly depend upon and include all the limitations of 
Claim 1 and are submitted to be allowable at least for the reasons set forth above with 
respect to Clain 1 * Moreover, these claims define subject matter that is independently 
allowable over ilie art of record. For example, Claims 2 and 7-8 further recite and define 
additional characteristics of the generic abstraction layer according to the present 
invention. As <li.scussed in greater detail above, the presence or use of an abstraction 
layer is not pre^mt in Meyer, et al. Therefore, Meyer, et al. does not anticipate the 
invention as defined in the aforementioned claims. Accordingly, reconsideration of the 
rejection of Cla ims 1-4 and 6-9 is respectfiilly requested. 

Claims. 1 0-13 and 15-18 

The ina|tpropriateness of the anticipation rejection as discussed above with 
respect to Claim 1 is equally applicable to the rejection of Claim 10 and is incorporated in 
its entirety herein. 

Substantively, Claim 10 is directed to an apparatus including system firmware 
that " . .include : one or more abstraction layers that employ interrupt 1 3 functions to 
allow a prograr i to communicate with the removable media device. . As discussed in 
greater detail aiiove with respect to Claim 1, Meyer* et al. does not disclose or otherwise 
teach or suggefii; the presence or use of an abstraction layer that provides for 
communicatior with a removable media device. As such, the Applicant submits that 
Meyer, et al. al.-ft does not anticipate the invention as defined in Claim 10. Accordingly, 
reconsideration of rejection of Claim 10 is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1 1-18 directly or indirectly depend upon and include the limitations of 
Claim 10 and tire allowable at least for the reasons set forth above with respect to Claim 
10. Moreover, these claims define subject matter that is independently allowable over the 
art of record- More specifically, Claims 1 1 and 16-17 further define the architecture and 
functionality o'the abstraction layer which, as discussed above, is not disclosed or 
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otherwise taugb , or suggested in Meyer, et aL Consequently, at least the aforementioned 
claims are allov. able over the art of record. Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection 
of Claims 10-12 and 15-18 is respectfully requested. 

Rejection of CI : ims 5 and 14 

The Applicant traverses the rejection of the aforementioned claims for the reasons 
set forth in greyer detail below. Claim 5 depends upon and includes all the limitations of 
Claim 1 and is ;.ubmitted to be allowable at least for the reasons set forth above with 
respect to Clair. 1 1 as combining Welder with Meyer, et aL still does not overcome the 
aforementioned: shortcomings of Meyer, et al. Claim 14 depends upon and includes all 
the limitations :.f Claim 10 and is submitted to be allowable at least for the reasons set 
forth above witt r respect to Claim 10 as combining Welder with Meyer, et al. still does 
not overcome the aforementioned shortcomings of Meyer, et al. Accordingly, 
reconsideration of the rejection of Claims 5 and 14 is respectfully requested. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted that 
Claims 1-18 ari: now in proper condition for allowance and such action is earnestly 
solicited. 
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The Cor miissioner is hereby authorized to charge any underpayments or credit 
any over payments to Deposit Account No. 16-1520 for any payment in connection with 
this communication, including any fees for extension of time, which may be required. 
The Examiner i invited to call the undersigned if such action might expedite the 
prosecution of i: iis application. 



Respectfiilly submitted, 
PHOENIX TECHNOLOGIES LTD. 



Date: 




Registration No. 40,427 

915 Murphy R; : ach Road 
Milpitas,CA9:.035 
PH: (408)570-1000 
FX: (408) 570- 1044 
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